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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-76 are presented for examination. 

Specification 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because of the following(s): 

(a) Line 1 : "is disclosed" should be deleted (i.e., the language of the Abstract should be 
clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the title, furthermore, it should avoid using 
phrases which can be implied, such as, 'This disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this 
invention," "This disclosure describes," etc.); 

(b) Line 5: "can be comprised" should be changed to -can include-. 
Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-3, 5, 7-8, 10-11, 14-17, 19, and 76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Pellaumail et al. [US 6,409,086-referred as Pellaumail]. 

Re claims 1, 8, 10, 14, and 76: Pellaumail discloses a data handling system, comprising: 
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a plurality of data handling devices 10, each data handling devices 10 comprising a housing (see 
figure 1), a processor 12 for processing computer instructions, a memory located in the housing coupled 
to the processor and for storing information, and a first communication component 13 (see figure 1); 

a second data handling device 16, comprising a second communication component capable of 
communicating with said first communication component 18 via wireless communication, such as a radio 
signal 19, which teaches that both the first and the second communication components inherently includes 
an wireless access point (such as an RF interfacing port or component, not specifically shown) to the 
access the radio signal 19 (see figure 1); 

a first readiness/status light 21, located on said housing of said first data handling device 10 (see 
figure 1); 

wherein said first readiness light signals whether the data handling system is ready for use (see 
col. 5, lines 1+). 

Re claims 2-3, 5 and 7: wherein the first data handling device comprises a portable data 
collection device (an optical reader 14, which is an integrated optical indicia reader) having a visual 
display component and a user-input component, such as a touch screen and a keyboard (see col. 7, lines 
5+ and figure 3); 

Re claim 1 1 : wherein the second data handling device comprises an optical indicia reader (an ED 
reader 20 , see figure 1); 

Re claims 15-17: wherein the first readiness light is made to blink to indicate readiness status 
(see col. 4, lines 42-43) and wherein the first readiness light comprises a single light 21 or a plurality of 
lights 21, 38 (see col. 4, lines 65+ and figures 1 and 3). 

Re claim 19: wherein the first readiness light is illuminated until it is extinguished when the first 
data terminal is removed from the socket, which clearly teaches that the first readiness light is essentially 
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continuously illuminated to signal that the data handling system is ready-to-use condition or functioning 
properly (see col 5, lines 5+ and figure 3). 

5. Claims 58-60, 64-68, and 75 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Thomas et al. [US 4,034, 194-ref erred as Thomas]. 

Re claims 58-60 and 75: Thomas discloses a method of troubleshooting a computerized device 
having a readiness light, comprising the steps of: 

signaling a device problem/error via a readiness light (see the abstract and figure 1); 

initiating a diagnostic procedure via a user interface of the computerized device (i.e., the device 
allows the operator to initiate new diagnostic routine via a control key on the device, see the abstract); 

wherein the diagnostic routines or functions are controlled by the test program stored in the ROM 
80 of the device; 

indicating the result of the diagnostic procedure via illuminating the readiness light of the device 
(see col. 5, lines 25+ and figure 1); 

Re claims 64-66: wherein the device includes a plurality of readiness lights, wherein each light 
represents specific diagnostic routine of the device (see the abstract and figure 1); 

Re claims 67-68: wherein the initiated diagnostic procedure performs a check of a data 
collection system of the device (i.e., checking the ROM's 66 and the RAM's 68 in the CPU 64, see col. 5, 
lines 55+); and wherein the ROM's 66 of the CPU stores an application software component of the device 
(i.e., the ROM's 66 of the CPU stores program data and instruction of the device), thus diagnostic routine 
of a data collection system of the device (e.g., ROM's 66 of the CPU) inherently checks the application 
software component of the device. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 
owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner 
to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

8. Claims 4, 6, 9, 12-13, 18, and 20-24 are rejected under 35 U.S-C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pellaumail. The teachings of Pellaumail have been discussed above. 

Re claims 4 and 6: Although Pellaumail does not explicitly discloses the user-input component 
comprising a digitizer screen and a voice-input component, the visual display component and the user- 
input component of Pellaumail, such as a touch screen and a keyboard, are functionally equivalent to the 
digitizer screen and the voice-input component. Thus, It would have been obvious to an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the known digitizer screen and the 
voice-input component in the system of Pellaumail in order to process the digital data (e.g., the image 
data) and operate the system via user's voice. 

Re claim 9: Although Pellaumail does not teach the second readiness light located on the second 
data handling device, the fact that the first readiness light located on the first data handling device 
provides a visual status indication of the readiness of the first data handling device, it would have been 
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obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to provide the second 
readiness light on the second data handling device in order to visually indicate the operational status of 
the second data handling device. 

Re claim 12: Although Pellaumail does not explicitly discloses a radio frequency identification 
tag reader, the identification device (i.e., the optical ID reader 20) of Pellaumail that read the 
identification data is functionally equivalent to the radio frequency identification tag reader for reading 
the identification data. Furthermore, Pellaumail teaches that the boundary sensing using RFID tag by 
utilizing a radio frequency identification device (RFID) technology in the system (see col. 8, lines 6+), it 
would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate the known radio frequency identification tag reader in the system of Pellaumail in order to 
read the identification data via RF signal. 

Re claim 13: Although Pellaumail fails to explicitly teach the second data handling device 
comprises a personal computer, it would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use well-known PC with an optical reader, since it has been held to within 
the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the 
intended use as a matter of obvious system design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. 

Re claim 18: Although Pellaumail fails to explicitly teach the other signaling type of the 
readiness light, such as changing color. However, the readiness light made to change color to indicate 
readiness status is functionally equivalent to the blinking and illuminating lamp. Thus, It would have 
been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the 
other known type of signally lamp in the system of Pellaumail in order to visually draw the user's 
attention. Furthermore, the examiner takes an Official Notice that signaling lamp that changes color is 
well-known to one of ordinary skill in the art for visually indicate the specific operation. 
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Re claims 20-24: Although Pellaumail does not explicitly state that the first data handling device 
must be successfully powered up and booted up before the first readiness light will indicate that the data 
handling system is ready for use, the purpose of the illuminated first readiness light visually indicates that 
the operational status of the data handling device is ready for use. Furthermore, Pellaumail teaches the 
communication channel between the first and the second data handling device since the indicating LED is 
controlled and activated by the second data handling device 16. Thus, it would have been obvious to an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to recognize that the term "ready- to- 
use" condition of Pellaumail obviously encompass the condition of all components of the first data 
handling device has been successfully powered up and booted up before the first readiness light visually 
indicate that the data handling system is ready for use. 

9. Claims 25-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pellaumail in 
view of Thomas. The teachings of Pellaumail and Thomas have been discussed above. 

Re claims 25-45: Pellaumail does not teach the specific diagnostic routine of the device. 

Thomas teaches the device having a diagnostic function that performs variety of diagnostic 
routines (see the discussion above). 

It would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to incorporate the diagnostic function that performs variety of diagnostic routines in the device of 
Pellaumail in order to provide a device that carry out diagnostic procedure to identify any defective 
component of the device. Such modification would ensure the reliability of the device prior to operating 
the device. 

Re claims 46-56: Pellaumail fails to teach the claimed operations of the diagnostic routine. 
However, the fact that the diagnostic routine does not have limit as to the type of the routine, 
incorporating other necessary functions to the diagnostic routine would have been obvious to an artisan of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to increase the function of the diagnostic 
capability. Such modification would have been an obvious extension taught by Pellaumail. 

Re claim 57: Pellaumail teaches the additional memory component coupled with the 
computerized device to provide additional inventory data (see col. 7, lines 20+). 

10. Claims 61-63 and 69-74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thomas in view of what was well known in the art, as exemplified by Barton et al. [US 6,385,739- 
referred as Barton. The teachings of Thomas have been discussed above. 

Re claims 61-63: Although Thomas teaches that other types of indicator lamps may be used, 
Thomas fails to explicitly teach the other signaling type of the readiness light, such as blinking, changing 
color, and continuously illuminating the light. 

The examiner takes an Official Notice that blinking indication lamp, changing color indication 
lamp, and continuously illuminating the light indication lamp are well known to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. Further, the examiner takes an Official Notice that in indication lamps that blink change color, 
and continuously illuminate the light for specific operation is well known to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, as evidence by Barton. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to an artisan of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate other signaling type of the readiness light to visually draw the user's 
attention for particular result of the diagnostic routine. 

Re claims 69-74: Thomas fails to teach the claimed operation of the diagnostic routine. 
However, the fact that the diagnostic routine does not have limit as to the type of the routine, 
incorporating other necessary functions to the diagnostic routine would have been obvious to an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to increase the function of the diagnostic 
capability. Such modification would have been an obvious extension taught by Thomas. 
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Conclusion 



1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Danielson et al [US 6,149,062], Koenck [US 6,006,100], Markwitz et al. [US 6,834,259], and 
McGregor [US 5,625,669] discloses a system with plurality of data handling device in communication 
with the host terminal; and 

Seim [US 5,3 1 3,24 1 ] discloses a system with a diagnostic function and a plurality of lanps for 
indicating the status of the diagnostic results. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to D. I. Lee whose telephone number is (571) 272-2399. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday through Thursday from 5:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Michael G. Lee can be reached on (571) 272-2398. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




D. I. Lee 



Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2876 
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